REMARKS 

This is in response to the Office Action dated April 18, 2007. In view of the foregoing 
amendments and following representations, reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Initially, on page 2 of the Office Action, the disclosure is objected to because the Examiner 
indicates that, on page 19, line 6, "10^" should be -10'^--. However, it is submitted that the 
specification, as originally filed, is correct. In support of this assertion Applicants submit herewith 
the following documents (only relevant pages enclosed): 

Exhibit 1 . "SEMICONDUCTOR ELEMENT", Tetsuro ISHIDA and Higashi SHIMIZU, 
issued by Corona Publishing Co., Ltd., May 1 5, 1 982 (see Fig. 1 .2 showing volume resistivities of 
various substances at room temperature of chapter 1.1 Conductor); and 

Exhibit 2. "BASIC THEORY OF SEMICONDUCTOR", Atsuo HOTTA, issued by 
Gitjutsu-Hyohron Co., Ltd., October 10, 2000 (see Fig. 1.2 volume resistivity of semiconductor in 
item 1.1 "semiconductor definition" of chapter 1 "semiconductor physics and PN junction"). 

Note that lines 1 -2 of page 1 3 of the second document explain that "in metal, the value of the 
volume resistivity is ~ lO'^ii-cm to - lO^^Q-cm." 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the range recited in the specification is correct. The 
Examiner is therefore is requested to withdraw this objection to the specification. 

Next, on pages 2-3 of the Office Action, claims 13-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
second paragraph. Accordingly, the claims have been amended to avoid the language considered 
indefinite by the Examiner. In particular, the term "vicinity" in claims 13 and 22 has been changed 
to -a range of about 10000 Pa to about three atmospheres-. Support for this amendment can be 
found at least on page 19, line 12; page 27, line 17; page 33, line 16; page 36; line 9; page 39, line 6; 
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page 44, line 11; page 48, line 12, page 52, line 8, page 55, line 2, and page 58, line 2 of the 
specification as originally filed. 

Claims 16 and 25 have been amended to change the temi "close" to —wherein the distance 
between the plasma source and the object to be processed is within a range of 0.05 mm to 0.5 mm—. 
Support for this amendment can be found at least on page 62, lines 22-24 of the specification as 
originally filed. Claims 15,16 and 24 have been amended to change the term "microelectrodes" to ~ 
electrodes™. With respect to claims 21 and 30, the language "CxFy (x and y are natural numbers) 
such as SF6, and NF3, O2, CI2, or a halogen containing gas of HBr" has been changed to -CxFy (x 
and y are natural numbers) or NF3, 02, CI2, or a halogen containing gas of HBr-. This change adopts 
the Examiner's helpful suggestion. 

In view of the above amendments, it is submitted that the claims are now clearly in 
compliance with the provisions of 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

* * )N * H« 

Next, on pages 4-5 of the Office Action, the claims are rejected as follows: 

Claims 13-16, 19, 22-25 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Beisswenger et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,102,523); 

Claims 13-19 and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hasagawa et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,497,839); and 

Claims 20, 21, 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beisswenger. 
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It is submitted that the present invention, as defined in the amended claims, now clearly 
distinguishes over the Beisswenger and Hasagawa references for the following reasons. 

The present invention, as defined in independent claims 13 and 22, recites a plasma 
processing method in which the electric potential of a plurality of electrodes are selectively and 
independently controlled so as to generate plasma in a desired configuration on an object to be 
processed. 

According to the claimed process, it is possible to process an object with plasma in a 
desired arbitrary configuration (configuration to be processed) by employing a simple plasma 
source. Please see the excellent effects of the present invention which are described on page 63, 
line 16 to page 76, line I of the specification. For example, as described on page 64, line 22 to 
page 65, line 5: 

''By arranging the potentially controlled electrode in the position opposite to the plasma 
source via the object to be processed and processing a part of the object to be processed, the 
object can be processed in the desired arbitrary configuration with a plasma by a simple plasma 
source without using a mask such as a resist " 

Also, lines 3-14 of page 66 state that: 

''By arranging the electrode, which is constructed of the plurality of dot-shaped 
microelectrodes in the position opposite to the plasma source via the object to be processed and 
is potentially controlled and selectively bringing an arbitrary microelectrode(s) close to the 
object to be processed, the object can be processed in the desired arbitrary configuration with a 
plasma by a simple plasma source without using a mask such as a resist, and the object can be 
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processed in several kinds of configurations with a plasma over a wide range by one electrode 
without scanning the plasma source or the electrode. " 

In contrast, as explained below, each of the applied prior art references fails to disclose or 
suggest a plasma processing method that could provide the advantages realized by the movement 
or potential control of the electrodes. 

Beisswenger discloses a plasma processing device which includes an electrode 22 
electrically connected with a high-frequency generator 25, and an opposing electrode 28 
connected to the second terminal of high-frequency generator 25. The opposing electrode, which 
actually includes opposing electrode 28, pipes 39-45 and metal plate 46, can be raised and 
lowered (see col. 4, lines 13-17). This movement causes a change of electrode surface area 
because the surface area is formed by metal plate 46 and the external surfaces of pipes 39-45. 
Thus, a lowering of the opposing electrode 28 effects an enlargement of the electrode surface 
area while raising the electrode 28 causes a decrease of the electrode surface. The object of the 
Beisswenger apparatus is the uniform application of a large-area static coating. However, since 
the Beisswenger electrode moves as a single xmit, the movement changes the surface area of the 
electrode which effects the layer applied over the entire surface of the substrate. Thus, since the 
Beisswenger electrode does not have plural electrodes that can be individually moved toward and 
away from the substrate, it clearly cannot process the object so as to form plasma in a desired 
configuration without using a mask such as a resist. Accordingly, it is submitted that the 
Beisswenger apparatus does not meet each and every limitation of claim 13 or claim 22. 

Hasegawa discloses a sterilizer and a sterilization method which employs a power supply 
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section for generating a high vohage in a processing device having a discharge side electrode 3 
and a ground side electrode 4. It is not clear what application the Hasegawa sterilization device 
would have in the environment of a plasma processing device. 

The Examiner takes the position that Hasegawa discloses an "array" of electrodes with a 
variable distance between the discharge side electrode and the objects to be sterilized. However, 
the discharge side electrode does not appear to be comprised of a plurality of electrodes which 
are independently and selectively movable toward and away from the substrate. Further, in the 
Hasegawa device, the discharge electrode 3 is connected to lift means 12 so that the electrode can 
be vertically moved relative to the ground side electrode 4. Clearly, there is no disclosure in the 
Hasegawa reference that could be read on the language of claims 13 and 22 requiring 
independent and selective control of a plurality of electrodes in order to process an object with a 
plasma in a desired configuration. Therefore, it is submitted that the Hasegawa reference does 
not meet each and every limitation of independent claim 13 or independent claim 22, and 
therefore Hasegawa cannot anticipate these claims under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

In view of the above, it is submitted that the present application is now clearly in condition 
for allowance. The Examiner therefore is requested to pass this case to issue. 
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In the event that the Examiner has any comments or suggestions of a nature necessary to 
place this case in condition for allowance, then the Examiner is requested to contact Applicant's 
undersigned attorney by telephone to promptly resolve any remaining matters. 



MSH/kjf 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1021 
Telephone (202) 721-8200 
Facsimile (202) 721-8250 
September 18, 2007 



Respectfully submitted, 



Mitsuo SAITOH et al. 




Michael S. Huppert 
Registration No. 40,268 
Attorney for Applicants 
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